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The following connected meetings were held in August and September in 
preparation for ICW94: a Study Panel on governance and finance (August 22-24 and 
September 1 1-I 2), a Stakeholder Panel (September 13-141, a panel on Intellectual Property 
Rights (September 15), the Oversight and Finance Committees (September 15-l 6) and the 
Steering Committee (September 15-16). 
The purpose of the meetings was to maintain the momentum for change that grew 
out of the 1994 Mid-Term Meeting by reviewing and analyzing major issues and distilling 
them for discussion and decision by the Group. Reports from all these meetings will be 
distributed as ICW94 documents and will form the background for discussion of agenda 
items under the rubric, “Launching the New CGIAR.” 
The report of the Oversight Committee Meeting is attached. The Committee 
recommends, among others, on CGIAR’s interaction with NARS, genetic resources policy- 
making issues, CGIAR governance, impact assessment, and center governance matters. 
Time has been provided for all reports and suggestions concerning the launch of 
the new CGIAR to be comprehensively discussed and to be re-visited on the final day of 
ICW94 before decisions are reached on the next steps to be taken. 
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REFORTOFTHEFIFI’H MEEI’INGOFTHE 
CGIAR OVERSIGHT COMMllTEE 
Washington, D.C., 15-16 September 194 
The CGIAR Oversight Committee (GC) held its fifth meeting at the World Bank in Washington, 
D.C. in conjunction with the first meeting of the CGIAR Steering Committee (SC). Participating in the 
meeting were Henri Carsalade, Paul Egger (Ch airman), Robert Herdt, Johan Holmberg, John Lewis, and 
Selcuk Gxgedix (Secretary). The GC met separately on the mornings of 15 and 16 September, and as 
part of the Steering Committee on the afternoons of 14-16 September. ‘Ihis report reflects the discussions 
which took place at the meeting of the GC. The outcome of the SC meeting is reported separately. 
The agenda included the following topics: 
1. Interaction with NABS 
2. Genetic resources policy-making issues 
3. CGIAR governance 
4. Impact assessment 
5. Interaction with PARC 
6. Board membership and center governance 
7. Watching brief 
8. ICW agenda 
9. Housekeeping matters 
10. Future meetings. _. 
1. Interaction with NARS 
Tlree aspects of this topic were covered: the recommendations of the Winkel Panel, consultations 
with NABS, and questionnaire survey on interactions with NABS. 
Bmrt of the Study Panel . The OC was broadly supportive of the suggestions of the Wiiel 
Panel on enhancing participation of developing countries in the CGIAR. The Committee underscored 
the importance of NABS participation in the setting of the research agenda and saw the proposed global 
and regional fora as useful mechanisms for ensuring broad consultation on the research agendas of the 
CGIAR and its partners. The need to build on existing mechanisms as regional fora was emphasized. 
As an example, the role of SPAAR in Sub-saharan Africa was referred to. It was noted that similar roles 
could be assumed by other regional entities. The role of the CGIAR centers with regional mandates and 
the role of the co-sponsors hould be further defined. The Panel’s suggestions for increasing the 
ownership of the CGIAR by contributing developing country members were also supported. 
Consultations with NABS . The Committee noted with satisfaction the positive reports from the 
interaction between NABS leaders, CGIAR center diiectors, and TAC at the June TAC meeting held in 
Bouake. In the same spirit, the Committee welcomed the initiative taken by IFAD to organize a similar 
consultation in December, and agreed to be closely associated with this exercise. Several members of 
the GC plan to participate in this event. 
Ouestionnaire survev. At the New Delhi Mid-Term Meeting (MTM) the OC had an interaction 
with the Regional Representatives from Developing Countries. An outcome of this interaction was the 
initiation of a &%.ionnaire survey on CGIAR’s interface with developing countries, led by the regional 
representatives. The OC noted that the progress to date on this exercise had not been entirely 
satisfactory. 
2. GeneticReso~Policy-making 
The OC reviewed the procedures proposed by the CGIAR Secretariat on delegation of authority 
by the center boards to the CGIAR Chairman for signing the proposed agreement with FAO to place 
designated germplasm collections of the centers under FAO auspices and for negotiating and entering into 
agreements with international organixations and other bodies on genetic resources. The OC applauds the 
Chairman’s efforts to unify the efforts of the CGIAR in this area and thereby strengthen the CGIAR’s 
potential influence in international dialogues on plant genetic resources. At the same time it raised 
concern over the resolution, suggested by the Secretariat in its memorandum dated August 17,1994. 
As a matter of principle, the OC is of the opinion that delegations of authority by the center 
boards to other parties should be for well-specified purposes (such as the signing of the agreement with 
FAO) and not be open-ended. Important matters of CGIAR policy, in genetic resources or other areas, 
will continue to require discussion and decision by the CGIAR. By virtue of his position, the CGIAR 
Chairman & the authority to speak for the entire system and enter into negotiations with other actors 
on behalf of the system. 
The OC observed a need for the System to speak with one voice on policy matters related to plant 
genetic resources and intellectual property of these resources. This asks for delegation of some authority 
and responsibilities of centers to the System level. It remains to be decided what responsibilities hall 
be with: 
IPGIU, as the lead center of a system-wide program; 
the Chairman of the CGIAR as leader and spokesman of the Group; 
the Intedenter Working Group (ICWG-GR) as a main advisory body; 
the CGIAR and TAC; and 
the centers. 
3. CGIAR Governance 
The OC discussed two additional aspects of the Study Panel’s report (i.e., other than the aspects 
covered under “interaction with NARS”, above): the concept of a CGIAR Bureau, and possible committee 
structures for the CGIAR. 
The OC! found the CGIAR Bureau concept attractive, but only as a consultation mechanism 
between CGIAR meetings-not as a decision-making body. Such consultation would be needed on major 
issues with decision implications, not for carrying the normal business of the CGIAR between meetings. 
The mechanism would allow for greater consultation if there is no overlap between the membership of 
the cosponsors and the chairs of the CGIAR standing committees. Apart from a likely World Bank 
representation, two other donors should be represented in the CGIAR Bureau. 
The OC endorsed the Panel’s recommendation to continue having mdinz committ~ of the 
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CGIAR. It saw no compelling reason to modify the existing standing committee structure, although the 
need for a committee focussing on programs and evaluation matters and another on nominations was 
discussed. 
The GC endorsed the ideas expressed at the SC meeting to supplement standing committees with 
al hoc committees or working groups established for carrying out the business of the CGIAR. For 
example, the donor representatives attending TAC meetings as observers could be formed into an ti hoc 
committee. Similarly, some substantive items on the CGIAR meeting agenda (such as external reviews) 
could be handled by ad hoc working groups. If standing committee meetings are to be held during the 
week of the CGIAR meeting, CGIAR members not attending standing committee meetings could 
constitute an & hoc committee for handling these business items. 
4. Impact Assessment 
The OC members were unanimous in the view that the CGIAR needs to place utmost priority on 
developing a system-wide capacity for continuous impact assessment. The CGIAR should be in a position 
to use cutting edge technology to track quantitative aspects of impact. This requires impact assessment 
capacity at the center-level, preferably linked through use of common methodologies and capacity at the 
system level. The need at the system level is for a permanent unit, adequately staffed, independent 
of the centers, and close to the Chairman. Alternative locations for such a unit need further study. 
The GC fmds value in having the Task Force on Impact Assessment being established by PARC 
under the chairmans hip of Per Pinstrup-Anderson address not only questions of impact assessment 
methodology, but also questions related to mechanisms and structure for implementing the suggested 
methodologies. The GC agreed to put forward names of two donor representatives to serve as members 
of the Task Force. 
5. . Ieraction with PARC 
Paul Egger reported on the outcome of the PARC meeting he attended in Copenhagen: Two 
matters arising from this meeting were discussed by the GC: relative priority to be assigned to hiring a 
“development officer” and future interactions with PARC. 
TheOCwas unanimous of the view that fund raising activities are important. Priority should, 
however, be given to the establishment of an effective impact assessment function. The need for a 
development officer was seen as of secondary importance. 
Regarding GC representation on PARC, GC members expressed the view that there was excessive 
cross-representation i  the system. As the Finance Committee has the mandate on public awareness and 
fund raising concerns, having representation from theFinance Committee on PARC was natural. The 
GC did not see a need for it to be represented on PARC on a regular basis. 
6. Board Membership and Center Gov~ce 
The GC is of the opinion that there is potential contlict of interest when donor representatives 
serve on center boards, particularly when the head of a donor delegation to the CGIAR serves as a 
member of a center board. 
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When donors serve on center boards, it is often because of (1) the donor agency’s wish to have 
“representation” on the board of a center funded by that agency, or (2) the center’s desire to have 
representation from an existing (or potential) donor to safeguard (attract) funding from that donor, or (3) 
’ a donor or CGIAR perspective is desired on the board. In many cases the person serving on the board 
is a scientist from the donor country, not a staff member of the donor agency. 
The two key duties of board membership-duty of loyalty and duty of care-should be observed 
by all CGIAR board members serving in their personal ( not ex-officio) capacity. There is a likelihood 
that the member’s duty of loyalty to the center could conflict with his/her duty of loyalty to his/her own 
institutions, particularly if that institution is in a position of providing funding of the center. 
The OC does recognixe the need to have donor and CGIAR perpectives to be reflected on the 
boards. There can sometimes be conflicts between the System’s, center’s and donor’s interests. 
Differences among these perspectives could be addressed in an appropriate manner. This largely depends 
on personal qualifications, as well as centers’ and donors’ expectations. 
Another potential conflict of interest situation can arise when a board member eceives funds from 
a center for consultancies or other non-board business. 
The GC! w: (1) CGIAR donor representatives to refrain from accepting membership on center 
boards when such membership could create a situation of conflict of interest; (2) the centers to refrain 
from using board membership as a vehicle for attracting/safeguarclmg funding; (3) center boards to 
institute a clear conflict of interest policy. 
Recognixmg the need to update the CGIAR policies on roles, relationships and activities of center 
boards (which are based on a lo-year old report prepared by a committee headed by Lowell Harclm and 
a paper by John Dillon), the GC agreed to have Robert Herdt take the lead in the preparation of an 
updated CGIAR policy on center governance. 
7. Watching-Brief 
The GC reviewed recent and planned changes in leadership positions in the centers and the 
system. 
8. ICW Agenda 
The OC endorsed the broad elements of the ICW agenda as outlined by the CGIAR Chairman. 
The ICW is an important building block in the revitalization of the CGIAR and in the preparations for 
the high level meeting. 
The OC underscored the importance of having a convincing paper on them 
and the System’s center x program matrix. The success of the high level meeting will depend, to a large 
extent, on the CGIAR’s ability to introduce exciting substantive content to this matrix. 
The OC suggests that part of the ICW be reserved for committee meetings. Thii could be a 
whole day or two one-half days, as in the September OC, FC, SC meetings. One could also experiment 
with having pd hoc committees meet at the time(s) GC, FC and SC would meet. The center directors 
and board chairs could consider scheduling CBC and CDC meetings during the periods to be reserved 
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for CGIAR committee meetings. 
9. Housekeeping Matters 
The OC asked Selcuk Ozgediz to serve as Secretary to the Committee and agreed to handle its 
intracommittee communications through Internet or CGNET. 
10. Future Meetings 
The sixth meeting of the OC will be held at the World Bank in Washington, D.C. 21-22 October, 
1994 and, if the suggestion to have committee meetings during the CGIAR meetings can be implemented, 
during the week of 24-28 October, 1994. 
